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DETAILED ACTION 



Claim Rejections - 35 USC §103 

1 . The following is a quotation of 35 U.S.C. 103(a) which forms the basis for all 
obviousness rejections set forth in this Office action: 

(a) A patent may not be obtained though the invention is not identically disclosed or described as set forth in 
section 102 of this title, if the differences between the subject matter sought to be patented and the prior art are 
such that the subject matter as a whole would have been obvious at the time the invention was made to a person 
having ordinary skill in the art to which said subject matter pertains. Patentability shall not be negatived by the 
manner in which the invention was made. 

2. Claims 1-3, 5-12, and 14-20 are rejected under 35 U.S.C. 103(a) as being unpatentable 
over Sayers et al. (U.S. Patent No. 6,539,237) in view of Kumaki et al. (U.S. Patent No. 
6,473,41 1), further in view of Huang et al. (U.S. Patent No. 6,292,829). 

3. Referring to claim 1, Sayers et al. disclose a system for providing management protocol 
mediation between wireless networks comprising: a first wireless network (see Fig. 1, #14 and 
see column 8, lines 53-59) operable to communicate with a mobile station (see Fig. 1, #4) over a 
wireless interface; a second wireless network (Public Wireless Network, see 1, #15, see also 
column 8, lines 26-27) having an operations and maintenance center (OMC) coupled thereto 
(OMC-R and OMC-S, see Fig. 1, #7 and #9); the OMC operable to manage the first wireless 
network using a first management protocol (See column 8, Hnes 5-8, which show that the private 
wireless network is IP-based, Column 15, lines 50-65 show that the management protocol used 
for the private wireless network is SNMP and that the 0AM commands are from an OMC). 
Sayers et al. further disclose that the OMC (OMC-R) is used to manage the second network (see 
column 5, lines 44-67 and column 6, lines 1-2). Sayers et al. differ from claim 1 in that they fail 
to disclose what management protocol is used to manage the second wireless network. However, 
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the use of a management protocol in a public wireless network such as that taught by Sayers et 
al that is not SNMP is well known in the art. For example, Kumaki et al. teach the use of CMIP 
(see column 16, lines 17-43), which is a common network management protocol, for managing a 
wireless network, which has the advantage of being a standard network management protocol 
that can be used in public wireless networks. One skilled in the art would have recognized the 
advantage of using CMIP as taught by Kumaki et al. Therefore, it would have been obvious to a 
person with ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to incorporate the use of CMIP as 
taught by Kumaki et al into the invention of Sayers et al. to achieve the advantage of managing 
the first wireless network using a standard network management protocol. Sayers et al. in view 
of Kumaki et al. differ from claim 1 in that they fail to disclose the use of a protocol mediator 
coupled to the first and second wireless networks, the protocol mediator operable to translate 
between the first management protocol and the second management protocol. However, the use 
of a protocol mediator for enabling network managers to manage networks running on other 
protocols are well known in the art. For example, Huang et al. teach the use of just such a 
protocol mediator (see column 2, lines 19-32), which has the advantage of enabling a network 
manager to manage multiple networks using a plurality of network management protocols. One 
skilled in the art would have recognized the advantage of using a protocol mediator as taught by 
Huang et al. Therefore, it would have been obvious to a person with ordinary skill in the art at 
the time of the invention to incorporate the use of a protocol mediator as taught by Huang et al. 
into the invention of Sayers et al. in view of Kumaki et al. to achieve the advantage of enabling a 
network manager to manage multiple networks using a plurality of network management 
protocols. 
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4. Referring to claim 2, Kumaki et al. disclose that the second management protocol 
comprises a Common Management Information Protocol management protocol (see column 16, 
lines 17-43). 

5. Referring to claim 3, Sayers et al. disclose that the first management protocol comprises a 
Simple Network Management Protocol management protocol (See column 8, lines 5-8, which 
show that the private wireless network is IP-based. Column 15, lines 50-51 show that the 
management protocol used for the private wireless network is SNMP). 

6. Referring to claim 5, Sayers et al. disclose that the first wireless network comprises: a 
base station (BTS, see Fig. 1, #12) operable to communicate with the mobile station (see Fig. 1, 
#4) over the wireless interface; and a wireless adjunct internet platform (WARP) (BSC, see Fig. 
1, #16) coupled to the base station and operable to communicate with the mobile station through 
the base station (see column 3, lines 42-48). 

7. Referring to claim 6, Sayers et al. disclose that the WARP (BSC) is operable to manage 
the base station using a third management protocol (see column 3, hnes 42-48) and that the BSC 
uses different interfaces between the BSS and NSS. Sayers et al differ from claim 6 in that they 
fail to disclose that the WARP comprising a mediation function operable to translate between the 
second management protocol and the third management protocol. However, the Examiner takes 
official notice that such conversion by a BSC in order to communicate using different protocols 
on different interfaces is old and well known in the art. 

8. Referring to claim 7, Sayers et al. disclose that the third management protocol comprises 
a Global System for Mobile communication (GSM) Abis object oriented management protocol 
(see column 3, lines 42-43). 
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9. Referring to claim 8, Sayers et al. disclose a public land mobile network (PLMN) 
gateway (MSG, see Fig. 1, #17) coupling the WARP and the OMC, the PLMN gateway operable 
to communicate with the WARP and the OMC. 

10. Referring to claim 9, Sayers et al. differ from claim 9 in that they disclose an A-Interface 
coupling the WARP and the PLMN gateway, not an Internet Protocol (IP) network coupling the 
WARP and the PLMN gateway. However, the Examiner takes official notice that the use of an 
IP network to couple the BSC to the MSC is old and well known in the art. 

1 1 . Referring to claim 10, Sayers et al. disclose a management center for providing 
management protocol mediation between wireless networks comprising: an operations and 
maintenance center (OMC) (see Fig. 1, #7 and #9) operable to manage a first (PubUc Wireless 
Network, see Fig. 1, #15) and second wireless networks (Private Network, see Fig. 1, #14), the 
OMC fiirther operable to manage the second network using a second management protocol (See 
column 8, lines 5-8, which show that the private wireless network is IP-based. Column 15, lines 
50-65 show that the management protocol used for the private wireless network is SNMP and 
that the 0AM commands are from an OMC). Sayers et al. differ from claim 10 in that they fail 
to disclose the use of a first management protocol, by the OMC, to manage the first wireless 
network. However, the use of a management protocol in a wireless network such as that taught 
by Sayers et al. is well known in the art. For example, Kumaki et al. teach the use of CMIP (see 
column 16, lines 17-43), which is a common network management protocol, for managing a 
wireless network, which has the advantage of being a standard network management protocol 
that can be used in wireless networks. One skilled in the art would have recognized the 
advantage of using CMIP as taught by Kumaki et al. Therefore, it would have been obvious to a 
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person with ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to incorporate the use of CMIP as 
taught by Kumaki et al. into the invention of Sayers et al. to achieve the advantage of managing 
the first wireless network using a standard network management protocol. Sayers et al. in view 
of Kumaki et al. differ from claim 10 in that they fail to disclose the use of a protocol mediator 
coupled to the first and second wireless networks, the protocol mediator operable to translate 
between the first management protocol and the second management protocol. However, the use 
of protocol mediators to enable network managers to manage networks running on other 
protocols are well known in the art. For example, Huang et al. teach the use of just such a 
protocol mediator (see column 2, lines 19-32), which has the advantage of enabling a network 
manager to manage multiple networks using a plurality of network management protocols. One 
skilled in the art would have recognized the advantage of using a protocol mediator as taught by 
Huang et al. Therefore, it would have been obvious to a person with ordinary skill in the art at 
the time of the invention to incorporate the use of a protocol mediator as taught by Huang et al. 
into the invention of Sayers et al. in view of Kumaki et al. to achieve the advantage of enabling a 
network manager to manage multiple networks using a plurality of network management 
protocols. 

12. Referring to claim 11, Kumaki et al. disclose that the first management protocol 
comprises a Common Management Information Protocol management protocol (see column 16, 
lines 17-43). 

13. Referring to claim 12, Sayers et al. disclose that the second management protocol 
comprises a Simple Network Management Protocol management protocol (see column 8, lines 5- 
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8, which show that the private wireless network is IP-based. Column 15, lines 50-51 show that 
the management protocol used for the private wireless network is SNMP). 

14. Referring to claim 14, Sayers et al. in view of Kumaki et al., further in view of Huang et 
al. differ from claim 4 in that they fail to disclose a router coupled to the OMC and the protocol 
mediator, the router operable to transmit and receive management messages over an Internet 
Protocol (IP) network. However, the Examiner takes official notice that the use of an IP network 
to couple the BSC to the MSC is old and well known in the art and that IP networks use routers 
to facilitate communication between nodes. 

15. Referring to claim 15, Sayers et al. in view of Kumaki et al., further in view of Huang et 
al. differ from claim 4 in that they fail to disclose that the OMC communicates with the protocol 
mediator through the router. However, the Examiner takes official notice that the use of an IP 
network to couple the BSC to the MSC is old and well known in the art and that IP networks use 
routers to facilitate communication between nodes. 

16. Referring to claim 16, Sayers et al. disclose a method comprising the step of managing a 
second wireless network (Private Network, see Fig. 1, #14) using a second management protocol 
(SNMP, see column 15, lines 50-51). Sayers et al. further disclose a second wireless network 
(Public Wireless Network, see Fig. 1, #15), but are silent as to which protocol to use to manage 
the network. However, the use of a management protocol in a wireless network such as that 
taught by Sayers et al. is well known in the art. For example, Kumaki et al teach the use of 
CMIP (see column 16, lines 17-43), which is a common network management protocol, for 
managing a wireless network, which has the advantage of being a standard network management 
protocol that can be used in wireless networks. One skilled in the art would have recognized the 
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advantage of using CMIP as taught by Kumaki et al. Therefore, it would have been obvious to a 
person with ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to incorporate the use of CMIP as 
taught by Kumaki et al into the invention of Sayers et al. to achieve the advantage of managing 
the first wireless network using a standard network management protocol. Sayers et al in view 
of Kumaki et al. differ from claim 16 in that they fail to disclose translating between the first 
management protocol and the second management protocol However, the use of protocol 
mediators that perform translation to enable network managers to manage networks running on 
other protocols are well known in the art. For example, Huang et al. teach the use of just such a 
protocol mediator (see column 2, lines 19-32), which has the advantage of enabling a network 
manager to manage multiple networks using a plurality of network management protocols. One 
skilled in the art would have recognized the advantage of using a protocol mediator as taught by 
Huang et al Therefore, it would have been obvious to a person with ordinary skill in the art at 
the time of the invention to incorporate the use of a protocol mediator as taught by Huang et al 
into the invention of Sayers et al. in view of Kumaki et al. to achieve the advantage of enabling a 
network manager to manage multiple networks using a plurality of network management 
protocols. 

17. Referring to claim 17, Kumaki et al. disclose that the first management protocol 
comprises a Common Management Information Protocol management protocol (see column 16, 
lines 17-43). 

18. Referring to claim 18, Sayers et al. disclose that the second management protocol 
comprises a Simple Network Management Protocol management protocol (See column 8, lines 
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5-8, which show that the private wireless network is IP-based. Column 15, lines 50-51 show that 
the management protocol used for the private wireless network is SNMP). 

19. Referring to claim 19, Huang et al. disclose that translating between the management 
protocols comprises: mapping an instruction supported by the first protocol to an equivalent 
instruction supported by the second protocol; mapping a parameter supported by the first 
protocol to an equivalent parameter supported by the second protocol; and composing a message 
supported by the second protocol using the equivalent instruction and the equivalent parameter 
(see Figures 5A and 5B; Huang et al. teach the method throughout the reference, however, 
column 6, lines 33-51, column 7, lines 17-20, and column 9, lines 40-44, illustrate details that are 
especially relevant). This method has the advantage of allowing network management using two 
network protocols and a single MIB (see column 2, lines 45-48). One skilled in the art would 
have recognized the advantage of translating between SNMP and CMIP as taught by Huang et al. 
Therefore, it would have been obvious to a person with ordinary skill in the art at the time of the 
invention to incorporate the method of translating between SNMP and CMIP as taught by Huang 
et al. into the invention of Sayers et al. in view of Kumaki et al., further in view of Huang et al. 
to achieve the advantage of allowing network management using two network protocols and a 
single MIB, 

20. Referring to claim 20, Sayers et al. disclose the steps of managing a base station in the 
second wireless network using a third management protocol (see column 3, lines 42-48) and that 
the BSC uses different interfaces between the BSS and NSS. Sayers et al. differ from claim 20 
in that they fail to disclose translating between the second and third management protocols. 
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However, the Examiner takes official notice that such conversion by a BSC in order to 
communicate using different protocols on different interfaces is old and well known in the art. 

21 . Claims 4 and 13 are rejected under 35 U.S. C. 103(a) as being unpatentable over Sayers et 
al. in view of Kumaki et al., further in view of Huang et al. as appUed to claim 1 above, and 
further in view of Newton ("Newton's Telecom Dictionary, 13^ Edition"). 

22. Referring to claim 4, Sayers et al. in view of Kumaki et al., further in view of Huang et 
al. differ from claim 4 in that they fail to disclose that the protocol mediator is coupled to the 
OMC by a first Telecommunications Network Management interface, and the protocol mediator 
is coupled to the first wireless network by a second Telecommunications Network Management 
interface. However, the use of TMN interfaces to connect to networks using network 
management protocols such as CMP and SNMP is old and well known in the art. For example, 
Newton teaches the use of TMN interfaces to connect to networks using CMPI and SNMP and 
teaches that the interfaces have the advantage of being useful in multi-service environments. 
One skilled in the art would have recognized the advantage of using TMN interfaces as taught by 
Newton. Therefore, it would have been obvious for a person with ordinary skill in the art at the 
time of the invention to incorporate the use of TMN interfaces as taught by Newton into the 
invention of Sayers et al. in view of Kumaki et al., further in view of Huang et al. to achieve the 
advantage of using interfaces adapted for use in a multi-service environment. 

23. Referring to claim 13, Sayers et al. in view of Kumaki et al., further in view of Huang et 
al. differ from claim 13 in that they fail to disclose that the protocol mediator is coupled to the 
OMC by a Telecommunications Network Management interface. However, the use of TMN 
interfaces to connect to networks using network management protocols such as CMIP and 
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SNMP is old and well known in the art. For example, Newton teaches the use of TMN interfaces 
to connect to networks using CMPI and SNMP and teaches that the interfaces have the 
advantage of being useful in multi-service environments. One skilled in the art would have 
recognized the advantage of using TMN interfaces as taught by Newton. Therefore, it would 
have been obvious for a person with ordinary skill in the art at the time of the invention to 
incorporate the use of TMN interfaces as taught by Newton into the invention of Sayers et al. in 
view of Kumaki et al, further in view of Huang et al. to achieve the advantage of using 
interfaces adapted for use in a multi-service environment. 



Response to Arguments 

24. Applicant's arguments filed 17 February 2004 have been fully considered but they are not 
persuasive. 

25. Applicant has argued that Sayers et al. fail to teach monitoring the private network. 
However, column 15, lines 50-65 of Sayers et al. shows that the OMC-R is used to manage the 
P-BTS, which is part of the private network. AppUcant has further argued that Sayers et al. fail 
to disclose the use of a second management protocol to manage the private network. The 
examiner has shown that Sayers et al. teach the use of an SNMP MIB based on commands from 
the OMC-R for management of the private network (see column 15, lines 50-65). Applicant has 
argued that Sayers et al. fail to teach that a separate management protocol is used to manage the 
public wireless network. The examiner has conceded this point in every office action. Sayers et 
al. are silent as to which protocol is used to manage the public wireless network. Therefore, the 
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examiner has relied on the Kumaki et al. reference, which teaches that public wireless networks 
such as that disclosed by Sayers et al typically use CMIP as a management protocol. 

26. Applicant has argued that the examiner has failed to provide a motivation to combine 
Sayers et al. and Kumaki et al. However, as stated by the applicant immediately thereafter, the 
examiner did provide a motivation. 

27. Applicant has argued that the OMC-R of Sayers et al, "cannot handle two different 
management protocols". However, the Applicant has provided no support for this statement, nor 
is there any teaching in the Sayers et al. reference to support such an assertion. Applicant has 
further argued that, because the OMC-R of Sayers et al. uses an SNMP MIB for network 
management that it cannot use CMIP as a network protocol Again, Applicant has provided no 
support for this statement nor is there any teaching in the Sayers et al. reference to support such 
an assertion. Furthermore, there is a teaching in the art that suggests just the opposite, which is 
found in U.S. Patent No. 6,466,583 to Laraqui, which teaches a system for managing networks 
using both SNMP and CMIP. 

28. Applicant has argued that it is improper to combine Huang et al. with Sayers et al. and 
Kumaki et al because Sayers et al only teach the use of a single management protocol, thus 
eliminating the need for a gateway such as that taught by Huang et al. However, the examiner 
has combined Huang et al. with Sayers et al, in view of Kumaki et al, which yields the teaching 
that two management protocols are used, thus providing a use for a device such as that taught by 
Huang et al. 



Conclusion 
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29. This is a continuation of applicants earlier Application No. 09/499,922. All claims are 
drawn to the same invention claimed in the earlier application and could have been finally 
rejected on the grounds and art of record in the next Office action if they had been entered in the 
earlier appHcation. Accordingly, TfflS ACTION IS MADE FBVAL even though it is a first 
action in this case. See MPEP § 706.07(b). AppUcant is reminded of the extension of time 
poUcy as set forth in 37 CFR 1 .136(a). 

A shortened statutory period for reply to this final action is set to expire THREE 
MONTHS from the mailing date of this action. In the event a first reply is filed within TWO 
MONTHS of the mailing date of this final action and the advisory action is not mailed until after 
the end of the THREE-MONTH shortened statutory period, then the shortened statutory period 
will expire on the date the advisory action is mailed, and any extension fee pursuant to 37 
CFR 1 .136(a) will be calculated from the mailing date of the advisory action. In no, however, 
event will the statutory period for reply expire later than SIX MONTHS from the mailing date of 
this final action. 

Any inquiry concerning this communication or earlier communications from the 
examiner should be directed to Michael J Molinari whose telephone number is (703) 305-5742. 
The examiner can normally be reached on Monday-Thursday 8am-6:30pm. 

If attempts to reach the examiner by telephone are unsuccessful, the examiner's 
supervisor, Huy Vu can be reached on (703) 308-6602. The fax phone number for the 
organization where this application or proceeding is assigned is 703-872-9306. 
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Information regarding the status of an application may be obtained from the Patent 
Application Information Retrieval (PAIR) system. Status information for published applications 
may be obtained from either Private PAIR or Public PAIR. Status information for unpublished 
applications is available through Private PAIR only. For more information about the PAIR 
system, see http://pair-direct.uspto.gov. Should you have questions on access to the Private PAIR 
system, contact the Electronic Business Center (EBC) at 866-217-9197 (toll-free). 




Michael Joseph Molinari 





